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This Reply Brief is being filed within two (2) months of the mailing of the E.xaminer's Answer 
mailed on 1 1/16/2007. 



Foilowing is an issue-by-issue rep!y to the Examioer's Answer. 



llie Examiner has rejected Claims 9-1 L 2i-23, 33-35, aiid 37-43 under 35 U.S.C. i03(a) as 
being uapatentable over Pollack et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,546,390) in view of Dieterman (U.S. 

Patent No. 6,393,464). 

(JroHp #./-■ Ciaims 9, I /, 21, 23, 33, 35, and 38-39 

With respect to the independent Ciaims 9, 21 , and 33, and specifically witli respect to appeilant's 
claimed "message forwarding logic operable to forward said potentially unwanted e-mail 
message to its addressee together with a prompt for .said addressee to provide feedback as to 
whether or not said received e-mail message is an unwanted e-mail message" (see the same or 
similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims), the Examiner has 
stated that Pollack "does not specifically disclose the prompt that is sent to die user with the 
potendally unwanted (spam) email," but that Dieterman, (Col. 5, lines 24-46) "discloses 
prompting an administrator for approval of a potentially unwanted e-mail message," 

Appellant respectfully asserts that, in Dieterman, messages that require approval are placed in an 
inbox for an administrator to approve before being put in a user's inbox. Thus, since Dietennan 
only discloses administrator approval, Dieterman does jrot teach "forward[ing] said potentially 
unwanted e-mail message to its addressee together with a prompt for said addressee to provide 
feedback as to whether or not said received e-mail message is an unwanted e-mail message," as 
appellant specifically claims (emphasis added). 

In the Advisory Action Tnailed 03/23/2006, the Examiner, in response, has aj'giied "the 
Dieterman art teaches means for approval of potentially unwanted email (Dietennan, cokimn 5, 
line.s 24-46)." Appellant again respectfully a.sserts that the exceipt ft'om Dieterman relied upon 
by the E,xaminer discloses that "[a]n administrator thereafter may approve each such message, 
step 59" (emphasis added). Additionally, the administrator approval is further described in 
Figure 5, step 59 as an "[ajpproval by [a] guardian '' (emphasis added). Bowever, "administrator 
approval" and "[ajpproval by [a] guardiarj," as in Dietertnan, clearly tails to even suggest a 
technique where "message forwarding logic [is] operable to forward said potentially unwanted e- 
mait message to its addres$ee„„together,with for said jdJresseejo„prpyide„fe^ as 



to whether or not said received e-mail message is an unxvatited e-mail message," as claimed by 

appellaBt (emphasis added). 

in the Examiner's Answer mailed 11/16/2007, the Examiner has argued that the "Pollack art 
teaches a design for detecting unwairted emails," in which "[bjased on a user profile, a message 
is analyzed and is deemed wanted or unwanted through a scoring technique." Tlie Examiner has 
also argued that the "Dieterman art also teaches a design for detected miwanted emails," where 
"the address of the email sender is compared against a list and 'allowed' senders' emails are 
allowed to proceed to the normal inbox," and "[ejmails xvith addresses not in the list are placed 
in an iobox for messages requiring approval" Further, the Examiner has argued that the 
"administrator may approve such a message, wherein it is placed into the nonnal inbox; 
otherwise the email is deleted (column 5, lines 21-46, Dieterman)." Still yet, the Examiner has 
stated that the "Dieterman reference was used to teach that a prompt is sent to the user 
(administrator) and the Pollack art is used to teach the rest of the ciainied subject matter .'"' 

Appellant respectftiliy disagrees. First, simply disclosing that "a message is analyzed and is 
deemed wanted or unwanted throiigh a scoring technique," as alleged by the Examiner to be 
taught in Pollack, fails to even suggest " fbrwardling] said potentiaiiy unwanted e-mail message 
to its addressee together with a prompt for said addressee to provide feedback as to whetlier or 
not said received e-mail message is an unwanted e-mail message," as claimed (emphasis added). 

Second, appellant respectfully points out that Dietemian only discloses that "all email messages 
addressed to the user are transferred by the ISP to the user's email terminal each time the 
terminal is connected to the ISP server," and that "[i]f the identity of the sender of an email is 
determined to not appear on die allowed list... the incoming message.,, is placed in the inbox for 
messages requiring approval" such that "[ajn administrator thereafter may approve each such 
message " ((^'ol. 5, Hues 24-46-empliasis added). Thus, Dieterman merely discloses transferring 
emails addressed to a user to the user's email terminal , where an adtnintstrator approves 
messages requiring approval. Clearly, such teaching does not meet appellant's claimed 
"message forwarding logic operable to forward said potentially unwanted e-mail message tojts 
addressee together with a prompt for said addressee to provide feedback as to whether or not 
said received e-mail message is an unwanted e-maii message," as claimed (emphasis added). 



Also in the Examiner's Answer mailed 11/16/2007, the Examiner has argued that "when the 

relevant portion of the Dietermaii prior art is read, it is reasonabie to inteipret the admiriistrator 
as being mi addressee," such that "the email to be judged could be addressed to the administrator 
(addressee) and the administrator (addressee) hence has the opportunity to determine if the email 
is wanted or innvanted." 

Appellant respectfully disagrees. As noted above, Dietemian only discloses transferring emails 
addressed to a user to the riser 's emai i terminal , and that an administrator approves messages 
requiring approval. Thus, Dieterman ciearfy distinguishes between the user and the 
administrator, which does not meet appeOant's claimed "torwai-d[ing] said potentially unwanted 
e-mail message to its addressee tos^ether with a prompt for said addressee to provide feedback 
as to whether or not said received e-mail message is an unwanted e-mail message," as claimed 
(emphasis added). 

In addition, appellant respectfiiily disagrees with the Examiner's statement that "it is reasonable 
to interpret the administrator as being an addressee," Dieterman expressly discloses that "all 
email messages addressed to the user are transferred by the ISP to the user's email terminal each 
time the terminal is connected to the ISP ser\'er" such that "[']f th« sender is determined to be in 
the allowed list... the incoming message is... placed in the nomial mail inbox" and "[ijf the 
identity of the sender of an email is detemhoed to not appear on the allowed iist...the incoming 
message. , .is placed in the inbox for messages requiring approval" (Col. 5, lines 32-38 -emphasis 
added). Clearly, Dieterman only discloses transfeixing email messages addressed to a user to the 
user's email terminal and either placing the emails in the nomial mail inbox or the inbox for 
messages requiring approval which does not even suggest that "the administrator, ,, [is] an 
addressee," as alleged by the Examiner. 

Still with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on the following excerpt 
from Pollock to make a prior art showing of appellam's claimed technique "wherein a rule 
associated with said e-mail filtering logic is added if a threshold of a predetemiined number of 
votes positively idemitles said potentially nnwanted e-mail message as an unwanted e-mail 
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message" (see the same or simiiar, but not necessarily identical langisage in the independent 
claims). 

"The rviethod may further iriciude steps of developing me.ssage inforraation 
based ori i:he incomirig mes;sage, the ralevancy scDres, and the profiles 
of t:he p].x;rality of user.s to the pi ura.l. s. v oi asers;, and deliveriag the 
rcisssage in Sorraation to at least sotfiB; of the plurality of users. The 
user profiles database may include relevancy thresholds for the 
pi-arality of users, the step of developing the sttessage information Kay 
include a step of coniparing the relevancy scores to the relevancy 
thresholds; and t:he step of de.l. Ivering th.s jnessage ii; f ojTOatJ.cu may 
Include a step of delivering the jnessage informatiou only to those 
users whose relevancy scores satisfy the oorrespouding relevaacy 
thresholds. The user profiles database ;r.ay include a maximurr: nuraber of 
users to whom the fr-essage information is to foe delivered, and the step 
of. <ielivering the Kiessege inf orsisat ion raay inciwde a step of delivering 
the sfiessage inf orr>iation to no grfsater than the rfsaxisRuir^ nusr-ber of users. 
The step of delivering the lEsessage xaf orRiation Riay include a step of 
sending the message inforsiation to the at least sorae of the plurality 
ef users as an electronic mail message, or a step of updating a message 
d.isplay lising the message inf orsnat ion , " (Col . 3, .Lilies 51"6{5} 

Appellant respectfoUy asserts that such exceq>t does not even suggest any sort of " threshold of a 
predetermined number of votes," as appellant claims (emphasis added). In particular, Pollack 
only modifies a user's profile based on the asefs feedback indicating either a positive or 
negative preference for the message infofmation. Clearly, PoUacli also Sails to disclose votes, as 
appellant claims, but instead only discloses a user's feedback. Thiis, Pollack only uses a single 
instance of a user's feedback in order to modify the same nser's profile, and therefore does not 
utilize a "threshold of a predetermined nnmber of votes [that] piositively identifies said 
potentially unwanted e-mail mes.sage as an unwanted e-mail message," as appeilant claims. 

In tiie Advisory Action mailed 03/23/2006, tlie Examiner, in response, has argued tbat "Pollack 
teaches how feedback is permitted by the user (column 6, hne 45 ~ column 7, iine 3, Pollack)." 
Appellant respectfully asserts that the excerpt relied upon by the Examiner merely teaches that 
"the deliver)-' mechanism 1 1 8 may then only deliver the message infomiation 1 20 to users whose 
retevancy scores satisfy their relevancy thresholds" (empliasis added), Agaiti, appellant notes 
Pollock only teaches that "a user 122 may interactively provide user feedback 124 to modify the 
user's profile in the user profiles 1 12 to reflect changes in his or her preferences" (Col. 7, lines 
52-55 ), and thus Pollock only uses a single instance of a user's feedback to determine relevancy. 
However, using "relevancy thresholds" to detemiiiie the relevancy of message information to a 



user profile, as in Pollock, simply fail to meet a tecteicjite where "a mie. . .is added if a threshold 
of a predetemiiiied number of .votes„.|>ofitiy^^^ said potetiiiaUy unwanted e-majl 

message as an lunvaoted e-mai! message," as claimed (emphasis added). 

In addition, the Examiner has argued that Pollack teaches that "if a threshold is met, then a rale is 
applied (co1uK>« 3, lines 51-60, Poilack)." Appellant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from 
Pollack relied upon by the E.xaminer teaches that "receivitig oser feedback inay include ... 
receiving an indication from the user that the user has expressed a positive preference . . or "a 
ne gative preference for the message information' ' (emphasis added). Simply disclosing "user 
feedback" with a "positive preference" or "negative preference" as in Pollack, simply fails to 
disclose "a rule associated with said e-mail filtering logic [that] is added if a threshold of a 
predetermined number of votes positively identities said potentially unwanted e-mai! message as 
an unwanted e-mail message," as claimed by appehant (emphasis added). Therefore, only 
appellant teaches a technique "wherein a rule associated with said e-rnail filtering logic is added 
if a threshold of a predetermined number of votes posi tiveiy identi fies said potenti ally nnw anted 
e-mail message as m unwanted e-maii message ," as claimed by appellant (emphasis added). 

In the Examifier's Answer mailed 1 1/16,'2007, the Examiner has argued that the "Pollack prior 
art has user profiles containing user preferences and 'relevancy thresholds'," such that "[wjhen 
an email is received by the system, it is analyzed and is assigned a relevancy score" which "is 
compared against the set 'relevancy threshold' and the preferences to determine if the eraaii is 
wanted or unwanted (column 6, line 45-colamn 7, line 3, Pollack)." The Examiner has also 
argued that "[ulser feedback is provided to refine the user's profile and [its] performance to 
determine unwanted emails," and that the "user provides positive or negative feedback based on 
the system's performance (column 3, lines 51-60, Pollack)," 

Appellant respectfully disagrees. First, appellant respectihily asserts that merely assigning a 
relevancy score to an email which is compared against the set 'relevancy threshold' and the 

preferences to determine if the email is wanted or unwanted, as alleged by the Examiner to be 
taught by Pollack, fails to even suggest that " a.nde associated with said e-mail filtering logic is 
added if a threshold of a predetertnined number of votes positively identifies said potendaiiy 
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unwanted e-mail message as an unwanted e-mail message," as claimed by appeilant (emphasis 
added). 

Second, appellant respectfuliy asserts that Col. 3, lines 51-60 in Pollack, as relied on by the 
Examiner, siiiipiy teaches "modifying the user's profile in the user profiles database based on the 
user feedback" where the user feedback" may include "receiving m indication fiom the user that 
the user has expressed a positive preference for the message information" and "receiving an 
indication from the user that the user has expressed a negative preference for the message 
inforaiation," Clearly, only generally disclosing modifying a user's profile if user feedback 
expresses a positive or negative preference for message content, as in Pollack, fails to 
specitlcaily disclose that "a rale associated with said e-mail filtering logic is added if a threshoM 
of a predetercniiied nunrber of votes positively identifies said potentially unwanted e-mail 
message as an unwanted e-mail message ," as claimed by appellant (emphasis added). 

Also in the Examiner's Answer mailed 11/16/2007, the Examiner has argued that "Pollack's 
design teaches 'votes' within the user feedback of positives or negatives," and that "a tbreshold 
is set within the user profile (column 3, lines 4-5, Poriack)." 

.Appellant respectfiilly disagrees and asserts tliat Pollack tnereiy discloses that "user profiles may 
include relevancy thresholds" in which "relevancy scores [are compared] to the relevancy 
thresholds to generate relevancy determinations (Col 3, lines 2-6). In addition, as noted above, 
Pollack discloses modifying a user's profile if user feedback expresses a positive or negative 
preference for message corrtent (Co!. 3, lines .51-60)., Appellant respecifidly emphasizes tliat 
only generally disclosing modifying a user profile, which may include a relevancy threshold, 
based on user feedback, as in Pollack, fails to teach a technique "wherein a ride associated with 
said e-mail filtering logic is added if a threshold of a predetermiot'd ntimber t>f votes 
positively ideniifles said potentially unwartted e-mail message as an unwanted e-mail message ," 
as claimed by appellant (emphasis added). 

To establish & prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, there must 
be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the ait, to modify the reference or to combitie 
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reference teachings, Secimd, there most be a reasonable expectatitm of success, FinaOy, the prior 
art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. The 

teaching or suggestion to make the claimed cotnbiftation and the reasonable expectation of 
success must both be found in the prior art and not based on appellant's disclosure. In re 
Vaeck,941 F.2d48S, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (FedCir. 1 99 1 ). 

Again, appellant respect&lly asserts that at least the third element of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail to 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. A notice of allowance or a proper 
prior art showing of at! of appellanf s claim limitations, in combination with the remaining claim 
eiements, is respect&lly requested. 

Group H2: Ckiims lO, 22, 34 

With respect to C'laims 10, 22, and 34, the Examiner has relied on Col, 6, lines 30-32 and Col 9, 
line 60-Co!. 10, line 19 in Pollock to malce a prior art showing of appellant's claimed technique 
"wherein said potentially unwanted e-mail message is forxvarded encapsulated within a markup 
language document including a hypertext markup language document capable of being dispiayed 
utilizing a network browser, the document providing votinu buttons to allow said addressee to 
provide said feedback." 

Appellant respectfully asserts that the excerpts relied on by the Examiner only disclose posting 
message information to a web page and "presentjlng] a graphical display of the preference 
matrix 200 that is directly editable by the user." Clearly, only displaying a preference matrix , as 
in Pollock, does not even suggest that such preference matrix is dispiayed in association with the 
forwarding of the potentially unwanted e-mail message, in the context claimed by appellant. In 
particular, appellant specifically claims that "said potentially unwanted e-mail message is 
forwarded encapsulated within a markup language document including a hypertext markup 
language document capable of being displayed utilizing a network browser, the document 
pioyiding.yxtting.buttim to allow said, addressee to provide said feedback," as claimed (emphasis 
added). 
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In tlie Advisory Action mailed 03/23/2006, the Examiner, in response, has argued that "the 
Pollack art allows for a web interface (column 6, lines 30-32, Pollack) and a voting interface 
(column 9, line 60 -- column 10, line 19, Pollack)," Appellant respectfully disagrees and asserts 
that the excerpts from Pollack relied upon by the Examiner merely teach that "the delivery 
raechaiiism 1 i 8 may post the message infomuttion 120 to a web page accessible to the user 1 22" 
(emphasis added). Clearly posting .message i«fonnation to a web page , as in Pollack, fails to 
meet a technique "wherein said potentially unwanted e-mail message is forwarded encapsulated 
within a markup laagnage docmBeat including a hypertext markup language document capable 
of being displayed utilizing a network browser," as ch«med by appellant (emphasis added). 

.A.dditionaHy, appellant respectfully asserts that Col. 10, lines 10-12 in Pollack discloses that 
"[t]he system 100 may present a graphical display of the preference matrix 200 that is directly 
editable by the user 122" (emphasis added). However, a "graphical display of the preference 
matrix," as in Pollock, simply fails to meet appellant's claimed iechniqae where "the document 
provid[es] voting buttons to allow said addressee to provide said feedback, " as claimed by 
appellant (emphasis added). 

In the Examiner's Answer mailed 1 1/16/2007, the Examiner has argued that tbe "Pollack prior 
art teaches that the email can be displayed on a webpage (column 6, [lines] 30-32, Pollack)," and 
that '^Pollack teaches how user feedback can be provided through a GUI (column 9, line 60 - 
column 10, line 19, Pollack)," 

Appellant respectfully disagrees and asserts that the excerpts from Pollack noted by the 
Examiner simply disclose "post[ing] the message information 120 to a web page accessible to 
tlie user 122" (Col 6, lines 30-32), and that "[t]he system 100 may present a graphical display of 
the preference matrix 200 that is directly editable by the user 122, in which case the user 
feedback 124 represents changes made by the user .122 to the preference matrix 200" (Col. iO, 
lines 10-14). However, merely teaching that message informatio.o is posted to a web page, in 
addition to separately teaching that a user may edit a graphical display of a preference matrix, as 
in Pollack, fails to specifically disclose a technique "wherein said poteii|ialiy..imwan|ed.e^ 
message is forwarded encapsulated within a markup language document caj^afeie of being 
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displayed utilizing a network browser, the docmnent providing voting btittons to allow said 
gijdressee.ig j7To^^^^^^^ as claimed (emphasis added). 

Again, appellatitt respectfully asserts that at least the third eiemeiit of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been iiiet, since the prior art exceipts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fei! to 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 

Group #i; Ciam 37 

With respect to Claim .37, the Examiner has relied on Co'l 6, lines 19-23 in Pollock to make a 
prior art showing of appellant's claimed technique "wherein said scoring algorithm is responsive 
to an addressee Est of said received e-mail message." SpecificaOy, the E.Kaminer has stated that 
such excerpt in Pollock teaches that "a design allows fdtering by many means including author." 
.Appellant respectfully asserts that the excerpt relied on by the ELxaminer only teaches that the 
"message information 120 may iiiciude...the author of the incoming message," 'niiis. Pollock 
only discloses that message information that is sent to a recipient may include an author (i.e. 
addressor) of the associated message. Clearly, such teaching does not even suggest any sort of 
scoring algorithm, as appellant claims, and especially not where the "scoring algorithm is 
responsive to an addressee list of said received e-mail message," as claimed (emphasis added). 

In the .Advisory Action mailed 03/23/2006, the Examiner, in response, has argued that "the 
Pollack art again teaches how a user is able to provide feedback and that information is used 
towards 'relevancy scores' (column 4, lines 2-3, Pollack)." Appeliant respectfully disagrees and 
asserts the excerpt relied upon by the Examiner teaches a "step of comparing the relevancy 
scores to the relevancy thresholds" which clearly fails to disclose any sort of "scoring algorithm, 
let alone appellant's claimed '' scoring algorithm ... responsive to an addressee list of said 
received e-mai! tnessage," as claimed by appellant (emphasis added). 

In the Examiner's .Answer mailed 11/16/2007, the Examiner has argued that the "Pollack prior 
art teaches that the email sender can be set as one of the traits to look out for (column 6, lines 19- 
23, Pollack)," and that "Dietertnan's design features lists 'allowed' and 'not allowed' addresses 
(Abstract)." 



Appeliant respect{iii!y disagrees and asserts that Coi. 6, lines 19-23 in Pollack merely discloses 

that "message infonnatioo 120 may include information related to the incoming message K)2, 
such as... the author of the inconiing message 102.'' However, appellant notes that Pollack 
further discloses that the "message information 120 may be any inforfnation derived from or 
related to the inconiing message 102"' (Col. 6, lines 13-14). Thus, Pollack does not disclose "that 
the email sender can he set as one of the traits to look out for," as noted by the Examiner. 
Appelhmt respectfully emphasizes that only disclosing that message information derived from or 
relating to an incoming message may inchKle an author of the ificoming message, as in Pollack, 
fails to meet appellant's claimed " scoring aleorithm ... responsive to an addressee list of said 
received e-mail message," as claimed by appeliaot (emphasis added). 

Additionally, the Abstract of Dietennan only discloses an "allowed list of eiecttonic addresses," 
and not "lists., .[ot] 'not allowed' addresses," as noted by the Examiner. Further, only generally 
disclosing an allowed list of electronic addresses, as in Dieterman, foils to even suggest a 
" scoring al gorithm ... responsive to an addressee list of said received e-mail message," as 
claimed by appellant (emphasis added), 

.Again, appellant respectfully asserts that at least the third element of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied ypon by the Examiner, fail to 
teach or suggest aj| of the claim lirnitations, as noted above. 

Group if4: Ckiim 40 

With respect to Claim 40, the Examiner has relied on Col 5, lines 24-46 in Dieterman to make a 
prior art showing of appellant's claimed technique "wherein said prompt for said addressee to 
provide feedback is not fonvarded with said potentially imwanted e-mail if ari administrator 
identifies said e-mail message as bein<i wanted." 

v.- v.- 

Specifically, the Examiner has stated that, in Dieterman, it "is also described how a message 
prompt does not always have to be sent" Appellant respectfully asserts that such excerpt only 
teaches that "[t]he identity of the sender of each incoming email message is compared to 
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identities appearing cm die allowed list" such that for an email where "the sender. . .is determined 
to not appear on the allowed li.st...[the email] is placed in tlie inbox for messages requiring 
approval" for an administrator to approve. Then, only "[0^ ^^PP^'oval is granted... [is] the email 
message paced in the normal inbox," 

Clearly, Dietennan teaches a situation where the approval is required by the admiriistratar . and is 
iiever required by the addressee, Fhiis, Dieterman does not disclose a situation where a "prompt 
for said addressee to provide feedback is not forwarded with said potentially unwanted e-mail if 
an administrator identifies said e-maii message as being wanted ," because Dietennan does not 
disclose any sort of "prompt for said addressee ." as appellant claims (emphasis added). 

In the Examiner's Answer mailed U/1 6/2007, the Examiner has argued that the "Dieterraan 
prior art teaches how an admin istra tor is able to deem an email's sender as being allowed lieBce, 
placing the sender's address on the allowed list not requiring those emails to be prompted 
(column 5, lines 24-46, Dieterman)." 

Appellant respectflilly disagrees. The excerpt from Dieterman relied on by the Examiner merely 
discloses that '"[i]f the sender is determined to be in the allowed list, step 53, the incoming 
message is designated as a message which does not require approval, step 54, and is in turn, 
placed in the normal mail inbox" (Col. 5, litjes 32-35). However, appellant respectfuily points 
out that Dieterman discloses that "[i]f the identity of the sender of an email is determined to not 
appear on the allowed list, step 53, the incoming message is designated as a message which 
requires approvaJ, step 57, and is placed in the inbox for messages requiring approval, step 58," 
such that '''[a]n administrator thereafter may approve each such tiiessage" (Col. 5, lines 35-41). 

Thus, .Dieternian discloses that an administrator is only allowed to approve messages associated 
with senders determined to not appear on the allowed list, which does not teach or suggest that a 
"prompt for said addiessee to provide feedback is not fonvarded with said potentially mvwanted 
e-mail if an administrator identifies said e-mail message as being wanted," as claimed (emphasis 
added). 



Again, appellant respectfuliy asserts diat at least the tliird element of the prma facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail, to 
teach Of suggest al| of the claim iimitatioiis, as noted above. 

Gnmp H5: Ciciim. 41 

With respect to Claim 41, the Exatiiiner has again relied on C^ol, 7, lines 48-64 in Pollack to 
make a prior art showing of appellant's claimed technique "wherein said rule associated with 
said e-tTaait filtering logic is confirmed maBually." 

",A,n additional advantage oS the syststfi 100 that the iLser profiles 
112 may be dynamically and interactively modified to influence the 
operation of the system 100. For eKatwple, as described in isore detail 
below, thm user 122 may interactively provide user feedback 124 te 
modify the user's profile in the usejr profiles 112 to reflect changes 
in his or her preferences. .Such changes may be perforrfied relatively 
quickly and m.ay influence the relevancy evaluations performed by the 
system 100 imm,ediateiy. In contra.st, change.? Er:ade to profile.* of «.«ers 
in corsventi ona.i systems typica.LLy are not made noticeable to the user 
nntiJ. the next t.ime the syste;;! processes a batch of incoming jmessages. 
As described above, such processing itiay crsly occur infrequently. As a 
result, users of such systesis have limited control over the quality and 
quaru:ity of laessages that are delivered to them." (Pollack, Col. 7, 
l.iues 48-64 - esnphasis addeci) 

The Examiner has argued that "Pollack teaches a design that aliow[sJ users to add/delete 
preferences (rides) dynamicaUy or interactively (manually)". Appellant respectfully disagrees 
and asserts that the excerpt from Pollack relied upon by the Examiner discloses that "the user 
122 may interactively provide user feedback 1:24 to modify d.te user's profile in the user profiles 
i 12 to reflect changes in hi s or her preferetices " (emphasis added), C^learly, the mere disclosure 
that the user may interactively modify the user's profile to reflect changes tn his or her 
preferences, as in Pollock, fails to even suggest a technique "wherein said mie associated with 
said e-mail filtering logic is conflnned manually," as claimed by appelhmt (emphasis added). 

In addition, in Coi. 9, line 60-Coh 10, line 19, Pollack teaches that "the user 122 may indicate in 
the user feedback 124 that the incoming message 102 is not of in teres t to the oser 122" 
(emphasis added). Further, Pollack teaches that "[t]he user feedback 124 may indicate an 
ordering of messaoes represented in the message feature database 106" (emphasis added). In 
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addition. Pollack teaches that "[tjhe system 100 may present a graphical display of the 
preference matrix 200 that is dirggtlv.gdltabje by the user 122, in which case the user feedback 

1 24 represents changes made by the mer 1 22 to the preferettce matrix 200" (emphasis added). 
However, merely disclosing that user feedback consists of indicating that an incomittg message 
is not of iirterest to the user, indicating an ordering of messages, and representing changes made 
by the user to the preference malxix, as in Pollack, cleariy fails to even suggest a lechniqne 
"wherein satd rule associated with said e-mail filtering logic is confirmed manuaily," as claimed 
by appellant (emphasis added). 

hi the fr^xamiiier's Answer mailed 1 1/16/2007, the Examiner has argued that the "Pollack prior 
art allows users to add''delete preferences (ades) dynamically or imeractiveiy (mamialiy) 
(column 7, lines 48-64, Pollack)." 

Appellant respectfully disagrees. First, appellant respectfully asserts that merely adding/deleting 
preferences manually, as alleged by the fixaminer to be taiiglit in Pollack, fails to meet 
appellant's claimed technique 'Svlierein said rale associated with said e-mail fdtering logic is 
confirmed manually" (emphasis added), especially where such "rule associated with said e-mail 
filtering logic is added," in the context claimed (see independent CMaim 9 for context). 

Second, appellant respectfully asserts that Col. 7, lines 48-64 from Pollack, as relied on by the 
Examiner, only discloses that "the user profiles 112 may be dynarnicaily and interactively 
modified" where "the user 122 may interactively provide user feedback 124 to modify the user's 
profile in the user profiles 112 to reflect changes in his or her preferences," Clearly, a user 
providing user feedback to modify the user's profile, especially where the '\iser feedback may 
inciude,,.an indication from the user that the user has expressed a positive preference for the 
message information" or "an indication from the user that the user has expressed a negative 
preference for the message information" {Co\. 3, lines .5.5-61), as in Pollack, fails to teach that a 
"rule associated with said e-mail filtering logic is confirmed manually," as claimed (emphasis 
added). 



Again, appellant respectfuliy asserts diat at least the tliird element of the prma facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail, to 
teach Of suggest al| of the claim iimitatioiis, as noted above. 

Gnmp H6: Ciciim. 42 

With respect to Claim 42, the Examiner hm relied on Col 3, Line 61-C^ol. 4, line .18 and Col 6, 
line 45-CoL 7, h»e 3 ia Pollack to make a prior art showing of appellant's claimed technitiue 
"wherein said mannal confirmation is not required if a predefined number of highly tntsted users 
positiseiy identify said poleniially uuwanied e-mail message as an nnwmited e-mail message." 

Specifically, the E,Kamiaer ha,s stated that such excerpt from Pollack teaches "a design with 
means for fdtering based on the consensus of user feedbacks." Appellant respectfully disagrees. 
.Appellant respectfully asserts that such excerpts from Pollack only relate to utilizing relevancy 
scores to determine whether an email is relevant to a user and tints whether the email should be 
sent to the user. Since such excerpts in Pollack only relate to whether to send an email to a user 
in the first place, appellant respectfully asserts that such does not teach appellant's specific claim 
langoage, namely that a "marnial coniirmation is not required if a predefined number of highly 
trusted users positively identify said potentially unwatited e-mail .tt:ies$aae as an umvanted e-matl 
message ,'" as claimed (etnphasis added). 

hi the Examiner's Answer mailed 1 1/1 6/2007, the Examiner has argued that the "Pollack prior 
art filtef,s based on a consensus of user feedbacks to detennitie if a message is relevatit to a 
plurality of users (column 3, line 61 - column 4, line 18 and colutim 6, line 45 - column 7, line 3, 
Pollack)." 

.Appellant respectfully disagrees. CoL 3, line 6}-(x>l. 4, line 18 in Pollack merely discloses that 
"[tjhe user profdes database may include relevancy thresholds for the plurality of users, [that] the 
step of deyelopiiig the message infonnation may include a step of comparing the relevancy 
scores to the relevancy thresholds; and [that] the step of delivering the message infbrniation may 
include a step of delivering the message infoirnation only to those users whose relevancy scores 
satisfy the corresponding relevancy thresholds." In addition, CoL 6, line 45-CoL 7, line 3 in 
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Pollack simply discloses that "the user profiles 1 12 may iiiciode relevancy thresholds associated 
with users of the system 100," that "[tjhe delivery mechanism 1.18 may include a relevancy 
tiiresholder to compare the relevancy scores 114 to the relevancy thresholds to detennine which 
of the relevancy scores 114 satisfy the correspondsog relevancy thresholds,"' and that "[t]he 
delivery mechaoism 118 may then only deliver the message information 120 to users whose 
relevancy scores satisfy their relevancy thresholds/' 

Hoxvever, simply comparing a relevancy score to a relevancy threshok! and delivering message 
inforaiation only to those users whose relevancy scores satisfy the con'esponding relevancy 
thresholds, as in Pollack; fails to teach that a "manual confmriation is not required if a predefined 
tmmber of highly trusted users positively identify said potentially unwanted e-mail message as 
an unwanted e-mail message ," as claimed (emphasis added). 

Again, appellant respectfully asserts that at least the third, element of the prima Jacie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by die Examiner, fail to 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 

Group #7; Claim 43 

With respect to Claim 43, the Examiner has yet again relied on Col 7, lines 48-64 in Pollack to 
make a prior art showing of appellant's claimed technique "wherein said prompt for said 
addressee to provide feedback is not fbnvarded with said potentially mnvanted e~niaii and said 
rule is not added if said mie is not confirmed marmaliy," 

■"An additional advantage of the .syst-era 100 is that the user profiles 
122 may be dynafsii.ca I ly and inte!:'act; ively modified ;:o iniiluer^ee the 
operatiion of th€ systetE- 100, For: example, as desicsiibed in warn deta.il 
fosicWf the user 122 may interactively provide user feedback 124 to 
modify the user's profile in the user profiles 112 to reflect changes 
in his or her preferences. Such changes Ji-ay be per ;:c}::ffsed I'e.i.abi vely 
qiji<;k:Iy and jTiay .3.:ts 3: 1 ■j.erice the xelevaiicy eval uat.Lojss pe;: s:c>^'jr;ed by the 
systiisi IQO ifE:E:;«diate!t.y . Ir- contJiast, chariqes raade to proiiiles »i" users 
in conventional systeirss typically are not Si-ade noticeable to the user 
until the nest tin-e the .systerf! processes a batch of incorrdrsg m€ssage.s. 
As do.scribed above, such proce.^sing n-say only occur in frequently, hs a 
LBsnl.tr usars of s;ich systanis have litfiited coirtrol ovej; the qua.]. ity arid, 
quant.ity of: messages; that:. a.f:e delive^-ed to thas?^." (Pollack, Col. 7, 
lines 4 8-64 •• eraphasis added) 
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The Examiner has argued that "Pollack teaches a design that aU.ow[s] users to add''delete 
prefefences (rales) dyiiamicaliy or interactiveiy (manuaUy)". Appellant respectfully disagrees 
and asserts that the excerpt from Pollack relied upon by the Examiner merely discloses that "the 
user 122 may interactively provide user feedback 124 to modify the user's profile in the user 
profiles 1 1 2 to Teflecl c liaiiges in lii s or her prefererices " (emphasis added), liowever, the mere 
disclosure that the user may interactively modify the user's profile to reflect changes in 
preferences, as in Pollock, tails to even suggest a technique "wherein said prt>mpt for said 
addressee to provide feedback is not forwarded with said potentially unwanted e-mail and said 
mie is not added if said rule is not corrfinued manually," as claimed by appellajtit (emphasis 
added). 

In the Examiner's Answer inailed 1 1/16/2007, the Examiner has argued that the "Pollack prior 
art doesn't send a prompt for the addressee to provide feedback (The Dieterman prior art. can)," 
and that "Pollack's design allows users to add/delete preferences (rules) dynamically (not 
manually) or interactively (mantially) (coltmvn 7, lines 48-64, Pollack)." 

AppelUnu respectfully disagrees. First, appellant respectfully a-sserts that merely adding/deleting 
preferences t«annal!y, as alleged by the Examitier to be taught in Pollack, feils to meet 
appellant's claimed technique "wherein said prompt for said addressee to provide feedback is not 
fonvarded with said potentially tuiwamed e-mail and said rule is not added if said rule is not 
confirmed manually" as claimed (emphasis added). 

Second, appellant respectfully asserts that Col 7, lines 48-64 from Pollack, as relied on by the 
Examiner, only discloses tliat 'the user profiles 112 may be dynamically and interactively 
modified" where "the user 122 may interactively provide user feedback 124 to modify the user's 
profile in the user profiles 112 to reflect changes in his or her preferences." {"learly, a user 
providing user feedback to modify the user's profile, especially where the "user feedback may 
include... an indication from the user that the user has expressed a positive preference for the 
message information" or "an indication from the oser that the user has expressed a negative 
preference for the message information" (C'ol. .3, lines 5.5'6I), as in Pollack, fails to teach that 
"said prompt for said addressee to provide teedback is not forwarded with said potentially 
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unwanted e-mail and said rule is not added if said mjg Js. not .coiifirmM. nMMjj^ as claimed 
(emphasis added). 

Again, appellant respectfully asserts that at least the third eierneiit of the prima facie case of 
obviousriess has not been iiiet, since the prior art exceipts, as relied upori by the Examiner, fei! to 
teach or suggest all of the claim hmitatioiis, as noted above. 

In view of the remarks set forth hereinabove, ail of the independent claims are deemed allowable, 
along with any claims depending therefrom.. 
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In the event a telephoiie conversaticm would expedite the pmsecuticra of this appiication, the 
Examiner may reach the undersigned at (408) 971-2573. For payment of any additional fees due 
in connection with the tiling of this paper, the Commissioner is authorized to charge such fees to 
Deposit Account No. 50-135} (Order No. N AHP445), 



Respectfiil !y submitted. 



By: „_ /K:EVINZILKA/ Date: Jamian- 16, 200S 

Kevin i. Zilka 
Reg. No. 41,429 

Zilka-Kotab, P.C, 
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Telephone; (408) 971-2573 
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